June 1, 1977 


Dear Harold, 

Thanks for your letter of the 27th. 

I only have a single copy of the Alvarez preprint, so I have Xeroxed 
the front and back xisek covers for you (along with the first page) . When 
k£ the published version came out, I checked it against the preprint, and 
my recollection is that there were no non-trivial changes . 

I've also enclosed the cover page from my iKhxx thesis, which shows 
the same contract number. I'm pretty sure that is a general contract covering 
all the work of the Lab . 

Yes, I would be surprised if ERDA authorized Alvarez to use any money 
for this project. In fact, if I wouldn't be surprised if they had no knowledge 
of this work until it was done and written up! (Of course I have no evidence 
on this point.) 

I have no doubt that there could be a major story in how the NAA was 
(mis)handled. That is probably an unrelated story, I would guess. 

My recollection is that I had very little to do with Alvarez' first 
interest in the Z film (which led to the much-maligned, thanks to CBS) "jiggle" 
theory. My xhe office-mate at the time, who spent quite a bit of time talking 
about the JFK case with me, was one of the xk£ students who frequently talked 
with Alvarez over lunch or coffee; I wasn't. I recall that there was so little 
contact at that time Xkax that when Alvarez wanted to check the film in the 
26 volumes, he went to the law library and didn't even contact me. 

His interest in the head snap started after he asked me what the single 
most convincing piece of evidence for a conspiracy was. I told him about the 
head snap and (I think) loaned him Tink's book. He came up with a suggested 
explanation, and then Olson and Buckingham joined us in testing it experimen- 
tally. 

I don't know anything about gsxjHKt; Project Jason, so I can't help you on 

that. 

For what it's worth, yunxaxexnHZxZkE the WC critics are not the first 
people to find Alvarez difficult, arrogant, or whatever. If you check some of 
the books on the Oppenheimer case and other events of that period, you will 
find some quite unflattering portraits. Actually, he's mellowed quite a bit 
in the last 10 years or so. But I do think that's all irrelevant to our 
major concerns. 

Of course a head is not the same as a melon, and we weren't trying to 
simulate a head in detail. Let me try kXhXxhk stating my understanding of 
what the Alvarez experiment has established: if the WC critics are to argue 

that the head shot could not have come from the rear, we cannot do so simply 
from a general principle ("A target always goes away from the gun") but must 
base the argument on the specific properties of the skull, the bullet, 

USa? and the motion which distinguish them from the situation in the Alvarez 
experiment. The most persuasive criticism I recall hearing (and I think it 
came from Soder or Sagan at Cornell) is that the relatively rigid skull (bone) 
would require more forward momentum to be imparted. But that is also a hypothesis, 
which would have to be tested experimentally. Maybe we can agree that the 
Zapruder film is not simple to ±X interpret (as people like Rep. Downing think), 
and that the proper scientific study to get all possible information from it has 
not been done. 

Jon Newhall of Zodiac News (who told me he had talked with you) gave me 
some iteii details about the House Committee's interaction with Loran Hall which 
make the Committee look far worse than what was printed in Lardner's piece - which 
ax was bad enough. A couple of people from their investigative staff talked with 
me for an hour when Xkax they were out here a couple of weeks ago, and did nothing 
to change my opinion that the Committee doesn't have its act together and is 
showing no signs of doing so in the nax near future. I saw you comments to 
Lardner when the last HSC report came out, and I thought they were well taken pointsx. 

Sincerely^ 
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A PHYSICIST EXAMINES THE KENNEDY ASSASSINATION FILM 


Luis W. Alvarez 

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory 
University of California 
Berkeley, California 94720 

Introduction: 

In the eleven years since the Warren Commission published its 26 
volume report 1 on the assassination of President Kennedy, a controversy 
has continued over the validity of the Commission' s findings. Dozens of 
books and countless articles have been written to show, for example, that 
Lee Harvey Oswald had nothing to do with the event, or that he was part of 
a conspiracy with the CIA or other parties in planning the assassination. 

Seme of the books, such as Mark Lane's "Rush to Judgement," 1 were best 
sellers. In December 1966 Esquire published an article^ 5 listing thirty-five 
c *- L: f J - eren ’t theories that had been advanced by as many authors, each suggesting 
a variation on the Warren Commission's official scenario of the assassina- 
tion. And since then, many more theories have appeared. 

In the light of such a long history of unsettled controversy, the 
reader might well wonder why yet another author would feel moved to write 
on the subject. The reasons are quite simple; in the first place, I con- 
tinue to read, and to hear on radio and television that "The laws of physics 
require that the President must have been shot from the front, whereas the 
Warren Commission places his assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald, behind him." 

Such statements involve the backward snap of the President's head, 
immediately after the shot that killed him. I will show, both theoretically 
and experimentally, that such statements are simply incorrect; the laws of 
physics are more in accord with the conclusions of the Warren Commission 
than they are with the theories of the critics. * 
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States Energy Research and Development Administration, nor any. of 
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